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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Mentoring is one trend within the field of education that 
shows promise for inducting and retaining bright new teachers 
in the profession. Because of this promise, research on 
mentoring is expanding. Important variables in mentoring have 
been identified in order to further this useful process. 
Although the body of literature on mentoring is 
considerable, nearly all of the research to date has tried to 
come to a consensus. A consensus on which activities the role 
of mentor should entail. A consensus of what personal 
qualities enhance the mentoring process. A consensus on what 
organizational structures best serve a mentoring program. 
Rather than attempting to reduce the activities, 
qualities and structures in mentoring to "the most effective", 
this study will approach the research differently. It has 
been shown that mentoring roles need flexibility. Terry 
Wildman, Susan Magliaro, Ruth Niles and Jerome Niles (1992) 
recommend that mentoring programs should not attempt to 
rigidly specify mentoring roles but that assistance to novice 
teachers be tailored to the circumstances and context. 
The advice and assistance that novice teachers need and 
the ways mentors can help are often individualistic and 
personal. The ref ore, this research will try to capture 
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aspects of the flexibility inherent in the nature of the 
mentoring process. This study will attempt to describe 
differences and variability in mentoring approaches; 
specifically, gender differences. 
Including variations and differences will, hopefully, 
off er a more comprehensive picture of mentors than what 
generalizations or consensus can offer. In an educational 
setting, do males mentor differently than females? And if so, 
how? Can male mentoring styles be identified? Female 
mentoring styles? It is hoped that these questions may 
increase understanding of what mentors actually do. This 
study will try to portray a more complete picture of the 
mentoring process in the specific setting of the Chicago 
Public School program entitled Teachers for Chicago. 
The issue here is not to ascertain if one style of 
mentoring is better or worse, but simply to look at the 
variations in mentors' priorities and to ask if they are in 
any way gender specific. 
Conceptions of gender differences, which for many years 
were denied or struggled against, are at a new crossroads. 
Research in this area has begun to allow us to celebrate the 
differences rather than disavow them. Throughout the 1960's 
and into the 1970's, research into gender differences often 
concluded that these differences related to variations in 
nurturance offered to boys and girls by parents and teachers. 
Janet Levers' (1976) work, a study of children's play, 
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offers an example of the struggle against male/female 
differences. She found that boys' play involves large group 
games that rely heavily on rules and negotiation. Their games 
tend to last longer than girls games because the "rules" are 
the final authority; boundaries are clear, often negotiated, 
but definite. Girls, in their play, are more tolerant of rule 
changes and are also more likely to end the game when 
confronted with dispute (often, so as not to hurt feelings). 
Their games are more often turn-taking (i.e. jump rope) which 
don't require adjudication involving winning and losing. 
Girls' small-group play fosters intimacy and empathy. Levers 
saw the male/female differences in play as a sign of delayed 
moral development on the part of girls; girls were somehow 
"deficient". Lever's work implies that if a girl doesn't want 
to be left dependent on men, she will have to learn to play 
like a boy. 
In 1982, Carol Gilligan's study on gender variations in 
moral thought became a turning point in the conception of 
male/female epistemology. Her work, In a Different Voice, not 
only began to chip away at the judgmental orientation which 
had dominated the way we viewed male/female epistemological 
orientations; but subsequently allowed researchers to begin to 
celebrate those differences. 
The gender focus chosen in this study grew out of an 
interest in Mary Belenky's epistemological studies that claim 
male/female differences in "ways of knowing". In their 1986 
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book Women's Ways of Knowing; The Development of Self, Voice, 
and Mind; Mary Belenky, Blythe Clinchy, Nancy Goldberger and 
Jill Tarule conclude that men and women typically ma1ntain 
different epistemological foundations. In other words, they 
come to know in different ways. Women are characterized most 
often as being "connected knowers". In "connected knowing"; 
knowledge emerges from relationships, relational thinking, and 
putting oneself into the situation to best understand. Men, 
on the other hand, often develop into "separate knowers". 
"Separate knowing" is characterized by removing oneself from 
the situation in order to objectively analyze. 
Separate knowers try to subtract the personality of the 
perceiver from the perception, because they see 
personality as slanting the perception or adding "noise" 
that must be filtered out. Connected knowers see 
personality as adding to the perception, and so the 
personality of each member of the group enriches the 
group's understanding. (Belenky, Clinchy, 
Goldberger,Tarule, 1986, p. 119). 
Table 1 summarizes gender differences found in that work 
on epistemological viewpoints, but it must be made clear that 
the lines between male/female epistemologies can be drawn 
clearly only on paper. 
Separate and connected knowing are not gender-specific. 
The two modes may be gender-related: It is possible that 
more women than men tip toward connected knowing and more 
men than women toward separate knowing. 
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Some people, 
certainly, would argue that this is so, but we know of no 
hard data (to use a favorite separate-knowing · term) 
bearing directly on the issue ... (Belenky et al., 1986, 
p. 102-103). 
Table 1.-- Summary of epistemological gender differences 
Separate Knowing 
(typically male) 
Marshal one's own arguments 
Unimpassioned debate 
"Doubting game" 
Seek objectivity impersonally 
Universalistic 
Judging 
Connected Knowing 
(typically female) 
Draw out other's stories 
Active listening 
"Believing game" 
"Double vision" 
Contextual 
"Refusing to judge" 
Certain terminology from Table 1 may need clarification. 
The "doubting game" is cleanly exemplified in the adversarial 
orientation of debate. It "involves . putting something 
on trial to see whether it is wanting or not. Presented with 
a proposition, separate knowers immediately look for something 
wrong - a loophole, a factual error, a logical contradiction, 
" (Belenky et al., 1986, p. 104). 
Whereas in the "believing game", one begins with an 
attitude of trust. 
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All conversations conducted in the connected mode . 
grow out of connections and they cement connections. 
Connected knowers begin with an attitude of trust; they 
assume the other person has something good to say. This 
trustfulness builds on the subjectivist notion that 
because all opinions come from experience and you cannot 
call anyone's experience wrong, you cannot call the 
opinion wrong. (Belenky et al., 1986, p. 116) 
"Double vision" refers to the tendency of connected 
knowers to try to appreciate or see the viewpoints of others 
along with their own personal "subjective" viewpoints. 
The term "refusing to judge" does not imply inaction or 
passivity. "Connected knowing requires forbearance" (Belenky 
et al., 1986, p. 117) In Belenky' s conception, the term 
"refusing to judge" implies actively seeking to understand, 
and intentionally not severing relationships through 
criticism. Connected knowers do not measure other people's 
words by some impersonal standard. Their purpose is not to 
judge but to understand. "Women seem to take naturally to a 
nonjudgemental stance Even when they disagree vehemently 
with an opinion, they hesitate to judge it wrong until they 
try hard to understand the reasoning behind it" (Belenky et 
al., 1986, p. 116) . As conceived in Belenky' s work, a 
connected knower's "refusing to judge" does not imply that 
he/she is incapable of - but uncomfortable with - negative 
judgements that may violate important connections. 
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The issues involved in the characterization of both 
"separate" 
believing, 
and "connected knowing" 
judging, refusing to 
i • e • t doubting, 
judge, objectivity, 
subjectivity, universalistic, contextual, etc. - seem relevant 
to the role of mentor. Detached, objective analyses as well 
as putting oneself in another's shoes are both appropriate 
orientations for the mentoring role. 
Do epistemological differences influence mentoring 
relationships? How we come to know certainly affects our 
priorities. It is in the attitudes and priorities of mentors, 
that I will search for evidence of gender differences. Again, 
it is not the purpose of this study to judge differences as 
better or worse, simply to locate differences that may exist. 
The findings within research on epistemological differences 
will form the theoretical basis for the study. 
Terms 
To clarify this work as the study proceeds, three terms are 
presented here. 
Teachers For Chicago 
This program, initiated in 1992, is a master's 
degree/certification program designed to attract professionals 
from outside of education into teaching in the Chicago Public 
Schools at both the secondary and elementary levels. It is 
not an "alternative certification" program in that all 
participants 
certification. 
entirely fulfill state requirements for 
It does, however, present the opportunity to 
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enter the teaching profession without any education background 
at the outset. It is not to be confused with the "Teach For 
America" program with which it has no affiliation. 
Teachers for Chicago (TFC) begins with an intensive 
selection process and then combines training and induction 
phases. The selection process, developed by Martin Haberman, 
is intended to predict who will be successful teachers in 
urban schools. Those selected enter a graduate degree program 
of education at one of nine area universities. After a summer 
of university coursework, the new teachers ("interns") are 
placed in Chicago Public School classrooms as teachers, 
working under the guidance of experienced mentor teachers. 
They become "residents" when they enter their second year of 
teaching and complete that second year under the tutelage of 
the same mentor while continuing their university work. 
Novices are considered "graduates" when they have successfully 
completed their certification, their masters degrees, and two 
full years of teaching under a mentor. "Graduates" of TFC are 
then in their third year of teaching. During the first two 
years of teaching (and the three consecutive summers), these 
new teachers continue to take university coursework leading to 
a masters degree in education and to state certification. 
The mentor/intern relationship is pivotal to the 
functioning of the program. Mentors are the day-to-day life 
support for interns and residents. /In the design of TFC, 
mentors are freed from all other duties in order to work with 
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four novice teachers in their school. The TFC program can be 
depicted by the factors that are intended to directly 
influence the intern/resident's work: university, mentor, and 
school community. Figure 1 is that representation. 
UNIVERSITY 
----> 
INTERN 
OR 
RESIDENT 
SCHOOL 
SITE 
MENTOR <-----, 
Fig. 1. Representation of intended influences on novice 
teachers in the Teachers for Chicago program. 
In September of 1993, nine universities and 25 Chicago 
Public Schools became involved for the 100 interns who were 
selected for the program. As of March 1994; nine 
universities, 42 schools, 45 mentors and 185 interns and 
"residents" (second year teachers) carry on the work of TFC. 
The ethnic breakdown is currently 44% African American, 14% 
Hispanic, 30% Caucasian, and 5% Other. (Percentages may not 
total 100% because not all those surveyed responded to each 
question.) 
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The age of candidates reflects Haberman's 
interview bias against younger (20-25 year old) candidates. 
In the first year only 4% of candidates were in the 20-25 year 
age category while 35% fell in the 33-40 year age group. 
Although the second year candidate group is generally younger 
than the first, nearly 40% are over 33. Gender breaks down as 
40% male and 60% female for interns and residents and 20% 
male, 80% female for mentors. 
Mentor 
In an educational setting; mentors are those teachers 
with knowledge, dedication and long experience in schools (in 
this case urban schools) charged with orienting and 
professionalizing novice teachers. The mentor role has been 
described as "an entrusted and loyal adviser who responds to 
the professional growth and development needs of the (novice 
teacher)" (Saunders and Smith, 1986, p. 4). According to a 
handbook for a program enacted in the state of Maine, the 
mentor's job is to bridge the gap between theory and practice 
for the novice teacher (Broyles, 1990). 
According to Glickman and Bey (1991), a supervisor 
(mentor) can insure a successful relationship by being 
available, recognizing teacher expertise, giving immediate 
feedback, using good listening skills, and by employing a 
problem-solving collaborative approach. 
factors were collapsed down to the 
In that research all 
notion that what is 
critical is the novice teacher's perception of the mentor's 
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care and consideration for them. 
Research into mentor attributes which correlate to 
successful mentoring culled out the following: willingness to 
be a mentor, sensitivity, helpfulness, collaboration, 
diplomacy, enthusiasm, ability to anticipate problems, 
emotional commitment, nurturance, and offering positive 
feedback (Wildman, Magliaro, Niles, Niles, 1992). 
The mentor role in TFC, which has a large degree of 
flexibility, was originally conceived as 1) availability to 
meet the day-to-day needs of novice teachers ("interns" or 
first year teachers and "residents" or second year teachers in 
the TFC program) , 2) serving as adjunct faculty in the 
universities their novices attend, 3) participation in the 
monthly meetings of the Mentor's Academy where mentoring and 
related professional issues are discussed, and 4) trained 
interviewers in the Haberman process selecting the candidates 
that fill the Chicago Public School vacancies with TFC 
interns. Mentors in this program are chosen by the principal 
with approval of an action committee comprised of teachers, 
parents and community members. 
For the purposes of this research paper, the definitions 
and criteria developed by Glickman and Bey (1991) and Wildman 
et al. (1992) will serve as the standards for defining mentor 
priorities. They reflect the major findings of research on 
mentoring processes and characteristics in all literature 
cited here. 
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Ethnicity 
In this particular study, the term ethnicity will need 
clarification. Although "ethnicity" has often been used to 
refer to specific national identities (i.e. German, Italian, 
etc. background), the term "ethnicity" in this study will be 
divided into five categories: African American, Hispanic, 
Caucasian, Asian, and "other". 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Mentoring is recognized as a valuable component in novice 
teacher induction (Wildman et al., 1992) Significant gains 
in teaching skills have been shown by first year teachers 
given the opportunity to be mentored (Schaffer, Stringfield, 
and Wolfe, 1992). Mentoring provides novice teachers with 
access to the experience, knowledge and support of some truly 
fine teachers (Galvez-Hjornevick, 1985). Currently, mentoring 
programs are being implemented across the country and 
throughout Canada to alleviate the professional challenges and 
the disturbingly low retention rate of novice teachers (i.e., 
New York State Mentor Teacher-Internship Program, Toronto Peer 
Support Pilot Project, California Mentor Teacher Program). 
The literature on mentoring is expanding, but many 
important aspects of the mentoring process have yet to be 
explored. The majority of research on mentoring has been done 
in corporate settings, some work in higher education, and a 
more recent focus is classroom settings. 
In educational contexts, the body of literature on 
mentoring is episodic. Research often looks at mentoring in 
specific circumstances. There are bits and pieces examining 
mentoring for vocational educators, librarians, principals, 
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school counselors and science teachers. There are vignettes 
and case studies which offer a more complete picture of the 
complex processes and the variables involved in successful 
mentoring (Shulman, 1986; Ackley, 1992). But further research 
is needed to describe what mentoring activities actually look 
like, what mentoring actually involves (Zepeda, 1993/1992; Van 
Der Ploeg, 1993/1992). 
A review of the literature available on mentoring points 
up the problem that will be addressed in this research. 
Routinely, the research done has tried to search for a 
consensus regarding the nature of mentoring (i.e. DeBol t, 
1989; Ackley, 1992; Vardi, 1992/1991) . Yet, what is also 
clear in the research is that mentoring relationships must be, 
by their very nature, flexible and personalized (DeBolt, 1989; 
Wildman et al., 1992; Knauth, unpublished 1993). Therefore; 
in this work, the intention is to look at the variation rather 
than the consensus in approaches to mentoring roles in an 
endeavor to increase understanding of this complex process. 
The responsibilities of mentors are numerous and diverse. 
A year-long study based on 150 mentor/intern dyads described 
the mentors acting as "teachers, leaders, guides, and role 
models across all substantive areas of teaching" (Wildman, 
Magliaro, Niles, & Niles, 1992). General guidelines outline 
mentor functions as: assistance with curriculum, guidance in 
classroom management, and possible involvement in the interns' 
evaluations (Galvez-Hjornevik, 1986). 
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The functions reported by the mentors themselves are more 
numerous: (a) staff development, (b) emotional support for 
intern, (c) assistance with locating and organizing materials, 
(d) assistance with classroom management, (e) establishing 
trust relationship, (f) conducting assessment of instructional 
strengths and weaknesses of the interns, (g) providing 
continuous feedback, (h) assisting site administrators in 
identifying experiences helpful to the interns, (i) meeting 
with both administrators and interns to discuss intern' s 
progress, (j) orientation to systems information (i.e. school 
procedures and paperwork) , (k) advice on scheduling and 
planning, ( 1) coaching, (m) providing instructional 
information, (n) help with classroom environment and o) help 
the interns make connections between the students' lives and 
the concepts taught in class (Huling-Austin, 1991; Oliver & 
McKibbin, 1985; Wagner, 1985; Knauth, unpublished 1993; 
Wegler, unpublished 1993) 
The purpose often stated in the consensus-generating 
research cited here is to help define "mentoring" for those 
interested in implementing mentoring programs (Bryant and 
Wierick, 1983; Reiman and Edelfelt, 1990). Huling-Austin 
(1991) found that the goals of intern/mentor programs are 
relatively universal: (a) improve teaching performance, 
(b) increase retention of beginning teachers, ( c) promote 
personal and professional well-being of teachers, (d) satisfy 
the mandated requirements related to certification and, 
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(e) transmit the culture of the system. 
Recent research on mentoring has been done that describes 
critical components of the mentoring process (Weiss, 
1993 /1992) Important patterns have been extracted from 
mentor/novice interaction related to problem-solving (Zepeda, 
1993/1992), and career support (Kass, 1993/1992). Mentoring 
handbooks define for participants the purpose of the mentoring 
role. Conditions that influence mentoring relationships are 
distilled from the data (Huling-Austin, Odell, Ishler, Kay, & 
Edelfelt, 1989; Wildman et al., 1992). None of this research 
reports any variations in the mentoring process or mentoring 
components. 
At Virginia Tech, several researchers have used a 
qualitative approach to examine the profusion of mentoring 
activities (Wildman et al. , 1992) . These consensus driven 
approaches synthesize and reduce mentoring activities. Wildman 
(et al.) narrows down "ways of helping" to eight: (a) 
encouraging reflection, (b) directing and supporting action, 
(c) providing direct assistance in the development of a 
process, policy, or product, (d) providing a menu of 
information and products for beginners' possible use or 
modification ("sharing") , (e) providing specific intact 
products and procedures for beginners' immediate use, ( f) 
encouraging and supporting, (g) receiving support from the 
beginner, and (h) mediating that reaches past the 
mentor/beginner relationship. 
' 
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Even when intended to be, mentors are not always a key 
component in the development of novice teachers (Knauth & 
Kamin, 1994). Although the promise of mentoring is great, 
mentoring programs do not foster novice teacher development if 
they are implemented with little understanding of the 
mentoring process (Little, 1990; Wildman et al., 1990). 
Generally; educational research includes gender 
difference as an independent variable in order to look at 
outcomes (i.e., male/female teacher and student outcomes) . 
Gender differences in mentoring have been touched upon to look 
at satisfaction, career success, and support (Kass, 1993/1992) 
in corporate settings. Gayle Kass explored gender differences 
in mentoring in a distinctly corporate setting. She 
approached these differences from the points of view of the 
those who had been mentored rather than from the mentors 
themselves. The hypothesis in Kass' work stated that there 
"will be important differences between women's and men's 
experiences of the mentor relationship. Men will have 
experienced the more practical, task-oriented components of 
the relationship, while women will have experienced the more 
relational components" (Kass, 1993/1992, p. 40). However, to 
the contrary, Kass found that within a corporate setting there 
are no significant differences in how males and females 
experience the mentor relationship at either the managerial or 
professional levels. And it is often reported that gender is 
not found to be significant in mentoring outcomes or 
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constructs (Kamper, 1993/1992; Weiss, 1993/1992). 
In the Journal of Adult Learning (1993), Mary Alice Wolf 
finds that traditional mentoring models focus on males. She 
concludes that more understanding is needed about how women 
mentor in education. Other research echoes the need for a 
more detailed examination of situational differences in 
mentoring styles (Vera & Levin, 1989; Stimpson, Jensen & Neff, 
1992). Diane Van Der Ploeg, in her 1993/1992 dissertation, 
does initiate this more detailed examination. Her work 
centers on aspiring administrators and she did find 
significant differences in several areas: female 
administrators more often provided information to their 
proteges on career strategy, visibility, how to keep trying, 
risk-taking, and politics. Females also reported personal 
growth significantly more often as a major influence in their 
decision to serve as a mentor. Van Der Ploeg's work, though 
it can point the way in this discussion, addresses mentoring 
of administrators and does not speak to the mentor /novice 
teacher relationship. What is needed is a clearer 
understanding of if or how gender affects the mentoring 
process for teachers. 
As stated in Chapter 1; Mary Belenky's (et al.) 1986 
study, published as Women's Ways of Knowing; The Development 
of Self, Voice, and Mind, suggests a differentiation between 
men's ways of knowing and women's ways of knowing. Might the 
epistemological variations found by Mary Belenky (et al.), 
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among others, be reflected in the mentoring process? 
To elaborate on Belenky's findings related to 
epistemological differences; typically (but not always), 
women's ways can be characterized as "connected knowing" and 
men's ways as "separate knowing". Connected knowing assumes 
the importance of context and relationships in the process of 
understanding. "Connected knowers develop procedures for 
gaining access to other people's knowledge. At the heart of 
these procedures is the capacity for empathy" (Belenky et al., 
1986, p. 113). Separate knowers, on the other hand, divorce 
themselves from the knowledge to which they are gaining 
access. Separate knowers take an impersonal stance. They 
negotiate their world relying on instrumental rationality. 
"Separate knowing is essentially an adversarial form" (Belenky 
et al., 1986, p. 106) 
Carol Gilligan's work on moral development offers similar 
conclusions concerning differing male/female orientations to 
knowledge. Her work has touched off a firestorm of articles 
and research. Her 1982 book entitled In a Different Voice 
postulated that there exist two views of life experiences. 
These views were termed "two modes of thought" and were 
generally related to a men's view and a women's view. One 
mode is categorical: based on rights, justice, equality, 
reciprocity, separation, and individuation. The other is 
contextual: based on responsibilities, connections, 
attachment, care, and relationships. Gilligan contends that 
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men tend, most often, to view issues from a "rights" 
orientation while women most often view issues from a 
"responsibilities" orientation. One way that these 
differences play out, says Gilligan, is in a "justice" vs. 
"caring" orientation. 
The mentoring process is a complex and interesting one 
that includes concepts relating to both justice (rights, 
reciprocity, separation, individuation) and caring (context, 
attachment, relationships). Can we locate them in mentoring 
styles? Do they relate to gender? 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD 
Can our understanding of mentoring be broadened by 
attempting to characterize the flexibility and variation in 
the process of mentoring? Are there "mentor types" beyond 
what is individually revealed in case studies? Do variations 
in mentoring relate to gender? To other variables? This 
study seeks quantification of what flexibility and variation 
in mentoring look like. 
Sample 
Information will be collected from a group of mentors 
working in the Chicago Public Schools. The group of nearly 80 
mentors are part of an innovative program, "Teachers For 
Chicago". Teachers for Chicago, as described in Chapter 1, 
has attracted over 300 "interns" (novice teachers) to the 
teaching profession from other professional avenues. 
Because the Teachers For Chicago program has been in 
operation for three years, there are three groups of mentors 
who are possible subjects for study. The first group of 
mentors have mentored for two full school years (beginning in 
September 1992) and have, as of June 1994, concluded their 
formal mentoring activities with the first cohort of new 
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teachers from the TFC program. Mentors in that group were not 
easy to locate for this study. Some have returned to their 
classrooms, many have retired, others have moved on to 
administrative positions. There were 25 mentors in that 
original group. The second group of mentors began as mentors 
in September 1993. They have mentored one full school year 
and are currently working in their second and final year as 
mentors. There were a total of 46 mentors in the second year 
(which included the 25 original mentors). The third group of 
mentors began their mentoring tasks in September of 1994 and 
will work with their new teachers over the next two years. In 
this third group, half mentored last year and continue 
mentoring their novice teachers in their second year. The 
total number of mentors in the third year of the program is 
60. The total number of mentors available to include in this 
study is 84. (That includes the original 25 mentors and the 
total mentor population from the third year. One mentor from 
the first year was asked to assume mentoring duties again in 
the third year because of a retirement.) 
As stated in Chapter I, mentors in this program are 
chosen by the school principal with additional approval from 
an action committee including parents, faculty and community 
members. Although mentors are instrumental in the selection 
process of the novice teachers, they do not select their 
protegees. Protegees ("interns") are assigned to their school 
based on school needs and intern qualifications. 
23 
A preliminary survey in the spring of 1994 revealed the 
following statistics relating to the mentors in Teachers for 
Chicago. The sample of mentors is rather lopsided in the key 
variable of gender. As is known, women dominate classrooms 
and a full 80% of the mentors in this sample are women. 41% 
of mentors are secondary teachers and 59% elementary teachers. 
There is a shortage of African American males in this 
mentoring group. Of males mentoring, 25% are African American 
and 75% Caucasian. Among females, 62% are African American 
and 38% Caucasian. And, in the spring of 1994, there were no 
Hispanic or Asian American mentors in this program. 
The background statistics, again taken from the spring 
1994 survey, describing this group are rather impressive. On 
average, mentors have taught for 25.7 years (15.9 years in 
the school in which they are mentoring) 37% hold Master's 
Degrees, 47% hold a "Master's plus 30" designation, and 7% 
have Doctorates. Many have had previous experience related to 
mentoring: 65% have been II Cooperating Teachers" in student 
teaching programs (on average: 5 times), 52% have taken 
university coursework in II Supervision 11 ( on average: 19 hours) , 
and 32% report experience related to mentoring (i.e., 
"Department Chairmanship"). 
In this preliminary survey, mentors' attitudes towards 
their mentoring role were highly positive. 76% report that 
they are satisfied with their choice to become a mentor and 
97% would welcome another opportunity to mentor. Mentoring 
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for these teachers requires a substantial emotional commitment 
say 89% of mentors in the 1994 survey. And 89% also report 
that they have changed professionally due to their mentoring 
experiences. 
A high degree of correlation among mentors on their 
responses to the major portion of this study is expected for 
several reasons . Mentors are all from the Chicago Public 
Schools and involved in a particular program (Teachers for 
Chicago) . The stated criteria for mentor selection are: 
mentors should possess a Masters Degree and have a minimum of 
five years teaching experience. All mentors undergo the same 
summer training before beginning with their novice teachers, 
which further reduces variability. For these reasons, the 
sample represents a very narrow scope. And for these reasons, 
a high degree of correlation among mentors' stated priorities 
is expected. In addition, the lopsided nature of the sample 
(i.e., gender) compels a conservative analysis. 
Methodology 
The primary source for statistical data will be collected 
through Q sorts. "Q-methodology provides for the grouping or 
clustering of individuals according to the similarity of their 
responses on a given set of variables (Stephenson, 1953)" 
(Daniel, 1989, p.2). One examines correlations among people 
computed across variables by examining the way they rank order 
those variables. 
Each mentor will be asked to rank order statements 
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related to their priorities in the mentoring relationship: 
statements that most closely represent what they deem 
important in their mentoring role ranking down through 
statements they deem least important in their mentoring role. 
Mentoring has been shown to be is a very complex process. 
The Q-sort (Stephenson; 1970, 1978, 1980) has been shown to be 
of value in organizing complex issues as well as a "scientific 
way of sorting out subjectivity" (Kerlinger, 1986). William 
Stephenson, in Q methodology, proposes that "subjectivity has 
greater significance for educational theory and practice than 
it has been granted up to now" (Stephenson, 1980) . He asserts 
that "each person's own subjectivity is potentially more 
knowledgeable, by nature, than almost anyone has dared to 
believe" (Stephenson, 1980) What Q-methodology allows for is 
the quantification of that subjectivity, a blend of subjective 
and objective analysis (Murray, 1986). 
Two basic types of Q- sorts that have been used in 
research are the "unstructured" and the "structured" Q-sort. 
"Unstructured" Q sorts have been used in most of the published 
studies using Q methodology. "An unstructured Q-sort is a set 
of items assembled without specific regard to the variables or 
factors underlying the items. Theoretically, any sample of 
homogeneous items can be used in an unstructured Q sort" 
(Kerlinger, 1986, p. 511). It is useful in exploring hunches 
and testing preliminary theories. The "structured" Q-sort, on 
the other hand, uses a theory to select the items to be 
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included. In this approach the "theory" the researcher wishes 
to test is built into the Q-sort. Statements are drawn 
directly from the theory using the theorist's language. 
What is planned in this study is best described as a 
combination of structured/unstructured Q. The statements 
selected for rank-ordering are drawn from several sources and 
therefore cannot be labeled as "structured" because they do 
not draw from "a" theory. This Q-sort will combine statements 
from both the literature on mentoring and statements from the 
literature on epistemological gender differences. The 
statements to be sorted are drawn from the literature already 
cited (Saunders & Smith, 1986; Broyles, 1990; Glickman and 
Bey, 1991; Wildman et al. 1992; Huling-Austin, 1992; Knauth, 
1993; Belenky, 1986) . This offers, clearly, a variety of 
sources for mentor statements' ; yet, those statements bear the 
concomitant theoretical underpinnings. 
What is envisioned here, then, lends lean structure to an 
"unstructured" Q-sort. One priority conspicuously missing 
that researchers found to have import in the mentoring process 
is "modeling". Although DeBolt (1989), Huling-Austin (1992), 
and other researchers view "modeling" teaching strategies as 
an important component of mentoring programs, "modeling" is 
clearly under-utilized in the Teachers for Chicago program. 
Interns in this program, in a 1994 survey, report that mentors 
almost never model for them. Wildman, et al., reason that, 
"(Mentors) reticence to engage in direct forms of teaching or 
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coaching might be attributed to the strong norms of privacy 
among teachers 
(pg. 207) II 
or to uncertainty about their own knowledge 
For whatever reason, mentors in TFC are not 
modeling strategies for novices. Therefore, statements 
regarding that aspect of mentoring were not included. 
Table 2. --Mentor Statements Selected for the Q Sort. 
Statement 
Number 
1 Objectivity 
2 Putting myself 
Statement 
in my 
interns'/residents' shoes 
3 Maintaining a relationship 
certain amount of distance 
4 Maintaining a relationship 
involves close connections 
that 
that 
5 Explaining and transferring my 
has a 
knowledge and experience to my intern 
6 Judging my interns/residents 
strengths and weaknesses 
7 Ignoring the personalities involved 
in the mentor/intern dyad in our 
dealings 
8 Including the personalities involved 
in the mentor/intern dyad in our 
dealings 
9 Offering emotional support to my 
interns/residents 
10 Giving advice related to managing 
student behavior 
11 Forming a trust relationship with my 
interns/residents 
12 Helping organize and analyze the 
classroom and learning environment 
13 Coaching 
Source of 
Statement 
Belenky 
(male) 
Belenky 
(female) 
Belenky 
(male) 
Belenky 
(female) 
Belenky 
(male) 
Belenky 
(male) 
Belenky/ 
Gilligan 
(male) 
Belenky/ 
Gilligan 
(female) 
Knauth 
Knauth 
Wildman/ 
DeBolt 
Knauth 
Knauth 
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14 Locating, collecting and Knauth 
disseminating materials and resources 
for my interns/residents 
15 Giving advice on working with Wildman 
parents, other teachers and 
administrators 
16 Offering information about Knauth 
scheduling, planning, and time 
management 
17 Offering innovative techniques that Knauth 
interns/ residents can employ in 
their classrooms 
18 Acquainting my interns/residents with Belenky 
educational problems and solutions (male) 
19 Giving instructional information Knauth 
(i.e. about teaching strategies, 
motivation strategies, learning 
styles, assessment strategies, and 
lesson planning) 
20 Sensitivity to situations and Wildman/ 
feelings Belenky 
( female) 
21 Helpfulness Wildman/ 
Belenky 
(female) 
22 Collaboration Huling-
Austin/ 
Belenky 
(female) 
23 Diplomacy Wildman 
24 Enthusiasm Wildman/ 
DeBolt 
25 The ability to anticipate problems Wildman 
26 The ability to nurture Wildman/ 
Debolt 
27 Encouraging reflection Wildman 
28 Directing and supporting action Wildman 
29 Providing direct assistance in the Wildman 
development of process, policy, or 
product 
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30 "Sharing" (providing a menu of Wildman/ 
information and products for Knauth 
beginners' possible use or 
modification) 
31 Providing continuous and immediate Glickman & 
feedback Bey/ Huling-
Austin 
32 Providing specific intact products or Wildman 
procedures for novices' immediate use 
33 Mediating that reaches past the Wildman 
mentor/ beginner relationship 
34 Giving advice relating to Belenky 
professional growth (male) 
35 Bridging the gap between theory and Huling-Austin 
practice 
36 Interviewing and selecting candidates Knauth 
that will succeed in urban schools 
37 Using good listening skills Glickman & 
Bey/DeBolt 
38 Informing Belenky 
(male) 
39 Observing DeBolt/ 
Belenky 
(male) 
40 Addressing needs expressed by intern/ Huling-Austin 
resident 
41 Addressing needs that I (as mentor) Huling-Austin 
discover 
42 Problem-solving strategies Glickman & 
Bey 
43 Seeing my interns'/ residents' Belenky/ 
viewpoints on issues Gilligan 
(female) 
44 My priorities are different for each Huling-Austin 
intern/ resident 
45 Each of my interns/residents need Huling-Austin 
basically the same help from me /Wildman 
46 Offering criticism to my Belenky/ 
interns/residents Gilligan 
(male) 
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47 Responsibilities at school unrelated Knauth 
to my mentoring duties have become 
fundamental to my job 
48 Being always available Glickman & 
Bey 
49 Challenging my interns' /residents' Belenky 
ideas (male) 
50 Accepting my interns' /residents' Belenky/ 
ideas Gilligan 
(female) 
51 Deciding what I am going to say to my Belenky/ 
intern/resident requires a lot of my Gilligan 
time (female) 
52 Drawing out my interns'/residents' Belenky 
accounts (stories, narratives) (female) 
requires a lot of my time 
53 Remaining positive Glickman & 
Bey/DeBolt 
54 Taking sides for (or defending) my Knauth 
interns/ residents 
55 The gender of my interns/ residents Huling-Austin 
is important in how I deal with them 
56 The age of my interns/residents is Huling-Austin 
important in how I deal with them 
57 The past experiences of my Huling-Austin 
interns/residents is important in how 
I deal with them 
58 Dealing with politics DeBolt 
59 Networking Belenky 
(female) 
60 Recognizing the expertise of novice Glickman & 
teachers Bey 
* Sources listed as "Belenky" refer to Belenky, Clinchy, 
Goldberger and Tarule. Sources listed as "Wildman" refer to 
Wildman, Magliaro, Niles and Niles. Some statements have 
more than one source. If the source is from Belenky and/or 
Gilligan, the male/female orientation is also specified. 
All remaining priorities and the source from which they 
31 
are drawn are listed in Table 2. If the source is from the 
gender work of either Belenky or Gilligan, the male/female 
orientation is also specified. 
The Q-sort will entail 60 statements for statistical 
stability and reliability. Kerlinger (1986) states: 
The number of cards in a Q distribution is determined 
by convenience and statistical demands. For 
statistical stability and reliability, the number 
should probably be not less than 60 nor ... in most 
cases ... more than 100. A good range is from 60 to 90 
(statements). (p. 509.) 
As stated, mentors will be asked to rank order 60 
statements: from those that represent the most important 
priorities as a mentor down through the least important. 
Because rank-ordering 60 items is very difficult, mentors will 
be given the simplified rank order instructions advanced by 
Joan Aiken (1988). The sixty statements will be placed on 
index cards for easy manipulation. 
Aiken (1988) recommends that subjects begin by putting 
all statements into one of three piles: the first pile will be 
those statements that reflect what mentors feel is important 
in the mentoring process, the second pile will contain 
statements they feel reflect items that are least important in 
the mentoring process, and the third pile will contain those 
statements they feel indifferent about and statements that 
seem ambiguous. It makes no difference how many cards are put 
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into each pile because all cards will eventually be fit into 
the rank order grid (see Figure 2). 
Out of the first pile ("statements that reflect what the 
mentor feels is important in the mentoring process") , subjects 
will then draw the two statements that are the most important 
in their opinion. These will be the two statements that the 
mentors consider to represent the most fundamental priorities 
in mentoring. Mentors will be instructed to write the numbers 
of those two statements on the far left (the "+4" column) of 
the Q-Sort grid (see Figure 2). 
MENTOR STATEMENTS 
Most important<----- Neutral Area-----> Least important 
+4 +3 +2 +l O -1 -2 -3 -4 
I I 
I I 
(2) (2) 
( 3) (3) 
( 6) ( 6) 
(11) (11) 
(16) 
Fig. 2. Q-Sort Grid: Procedure for Rank-Ordering Mentor 
Statements 
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Going back to what remains in the pile of "important" 
statements, the mentor will then select the next three most 
important statements and record the corresponding numbers in 
the next ("+3") column of the grid. The mentor will continue 
to use the "important" pile in this way until those cards have 
all been recorded on the grid. 
The next step is to take the "least important" pile and 
work from the right side of the grid by first choosing the two 
statements that the mentor considers to be the least important 
and recording those numbers in the far right ("-4") column. 
The mentor will continue choosing from the "least important" 
pile: the next three least important will be recorded in the 
"-3" column, the next six in the "-2". 
When the "least important pile is depleted, the mentor 
will then work with the third pile (the statements mentors 
feel indifferent about or statements that might seem ambiguous 
to them). The final step for mentors will be to fit those 
statements into what remains open on the grid by determining 
where each statement best corresponds (the positive or 
negative side) to the mentor's priorities. 
Thus respondents will work from the extremes toward the 
middle in their assigning statements to the grid. In this 
way, all 60 items will be rank ordered. Because subjects will 
distribute their responses in terms of a quasi-normal 
distribution, all subjects will have exactly the same mean 
rating, the same standard deviation of ratings, and the same 
distribution of ratings. 
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Refer back to Figure 2 for 
ascertaining the value assigned for statistical analyses and 
how many statements are allowed in each pile. 
Coefficients of correlation between subjects will be 
calculated 
similarly. 
reports of 
to show who, if anyone, is ranking priorities 
According to Stephenson; all precepts, concepts, 
events, etc. naturally cluster. The "natural 
categories", which he terms "concourses" can be revealed using 
statistical analyses. Using the values assigned by the mentor 
to each statement, rank-order coefficients of correlation 
(r's) between all possible pairs of mentors on each item will 
be calculated. This will result in a correlation matrix from 
which several extraction procedures will be used in order to 
close in as reliably as possible on any patterns that may be 
present. Results will be examined for clusters of people; to 
see who, if anyone, is sorting the cards similarly. 
If it is found that individuals do cluster in ways that 
they sort cards, a follow-up examination of the statements and 
their rank orders may then give an idea of what "types" of 
mentors exist within this program. Varied profiles of mentors 
may, in this way, emerge from the data. 
In addition to gender, other variables will be added in 
that may influence mentoring activities. Heuristic forays 
will begin to examine age, experience, ethnicity, and teaching 
level (elementary or secondary) of mentors in relation their 
priorities. It is hoped that these added independent 
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variables will begin to offer additional information regarding 
variability in the mentoring process and increase the clarity 
of the picture produced. Due to the small N, age will be 
looked at in groups. 
The following null hypothesis will be considered: 
HOl: There will be no differences between the 
mentors' ranking of priorities across gender, age, 
years of experience, ethnicity, or teaching level. 
Q methodology is particularly suited to studies with 
small samples; and in this study, N will not be large. Q 
techniques are oriented to vigorously research the individual. 
In fact; an N of 1, in which the individual would be intensely 
investigated, could be acceptable with Q techniques. 
According to Aiken (1988), "Although some Q studies use large 
number of subjects, most rarely use more than approzimately 50 
subjects (pg. 4) . " The "individual, in Q sorting, may of 
course use judgment reason, and comprehension, ... (b)ut the 
underpinning is "affectability," and quantification is with 
respect to feeling, belief, and self-reference" (Stephenson, 
1980) . This concentration seems ideal for examining the 
priorities involved in the mentoring process. 
Q methodology has proven heuristic qualities. Stephenson 
advocates the use of Q methodology to test preliminary 
theories and explore heuristic hunches, which is the intention 
here. Q methods may the ref ore be useful in discovering 
additional information related to the mentoring process. 
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It is most likely that mentors will be unfamiliar with 
the Q-Sort methodology. The researcher will, therefore, take 
the opportunity to explain and demonstrate the method,· the 
grid, and the sorting of the 60 index card statements to all 
mentors. The method will be demonstrated by the researcher in 
face-to-face interaction with mentors attending the October 
1995 monthly "Mentor's Academy" or in on-site visits to their 
individual schools. 
The Q-sort does come under fire because placement of the 
Q-sort cards may violate the assumption of independence as 
well as questions posed by the small N. Kerlinger advises 
raising the requirements for statistical significance in order 
to counter possible violations of assumption. Based on this 
consideration along with the small and homogeneous sample, 
only significance levels that are stronger than the .05 level 
will be accepted. Significance at the .05 level and 
suggestions of significance that are weaker will not be 
considered. 
Prior to implementation of the Q-sort, all subjects will 
be accorded an uncomplicated right to refuse participation in 
this study. Each will sign a consent form in which total 
anonymity of persons and schools is assured. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
A preliminary survey administered to the novice teachers 
in the Teachers for Chicago program in February and March of 
1994 revealed that mentoring activities vary greatly. 143 of 
186 interns answered this preliminary survey which then 
informed the structure of the Q-sort. An initial t-test was 
used to examine if, in the perception of the novice teachers, 
mentor activities vary according to the gender of their 
mentors. Those results pointed to several mentoring 
activities which seemed to be in some way gender specific. 
In other words, Teachers for Chicago novice teachers in 
this survey reported that either male mentors or female 
mentors performed the following activities frequently: a) 
helping arrange, organize, and analyze the classroom learning 
environment (p = .01), b) giving information about teaching 
strategies, motivation strategies, learning styles assessment 
strategies, and curriculum and lesson planning (p = . 005), and 
c) coaching, observing, critiquing, providing feedback on 
performance (p = .005). Will mentor Q-sorts bear out in any 
way these (or other) gender differences? 
A subsequent brief survey of the mentors (Spring 1994) 
yielded the statistical information used to describe the 
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mentor group in Chapter III. 37 of 46 (80%) mentors responded 
to that brief survey addressing mentors' backgrounds and 
attitudes toward mentoring. Useful information was collected 
on age, years of experience, educational background, etc. to 
give a clearer picture of the more general population of 
mentors in Teachers for Chicago. Attitudes about the 
difficulty of the intern/mentor relationship, the emotional 
commitment needed, their satisfaction with the choice to 
become a mentor, etc. were explored. There were no reported 
differences in backgrounds or attitudes of male and female 
mentors, nor were their differences due to age category, or 
previous experience. 
The only significant difference found, in this 
preliminary information from the mentor group, related to 
ethnicity and whether mentors are looking forward to returning 
to the classroom. A chi-square found significantly different 
responses (p < . 01) . Caucasians were more likely to look 
forward to returning to teaching (66%) while African Americans 
more often disagreed (88%) with the statement, "I am looking 
forward to returning to the classroom". Without further 
information, this finding is impossible to explain. Although 
percentages seem to point to the fact that African Americans 
were generally more satisfied with their choice to become 
mentors than were Caucasians; these differences did not 
approach the acceptable level of significance set in this 
study and cannot be used to confirm the chi-square results. 
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With this preliminary information noted, the Q-sort was 
initiated in October of 1994. It was introduced at the 
monthly Mentors' Academy meeting where the matrix and 
procedure were fully explained by the researcher. Mentors 
were given identical sets of 60 index cards with a statement 
relating to mentoring on each card and a grid to be filled out 
and returned. (Chapter III discusses more fully the procedure 
followed in order to complete the Q-sort grid and illustrates 
the grid.) 
The response rate would have been considerably improved 
if time had allowed for completion of the Q- sort at the 
Mentor's Academy in which the Q-sort was introduced. Since 
the time was not available, mentors were asked to complete the 
Q-sort at home and return the matrix in a self-addressed 
stamped envelope. Mentors who were not in attendance at that 
Mentor's Academy were visited on-site for an individualized 
explanation of the Q-sort, but again time constraints did not 
allow for them to complete the Q-sort at those meetings. In 
addition, many mentors from the first cohort (who had finished 
their mentoring role) were not accessible for this study. 
Only three mentors from that original group completed the Q-
sort. 
The total response rate to the Q-sort was a disappointing 
36% (30 of a possible 84 respondents). However, in many 
respects, the respondents reflect the more general population 
of mentors described in the preliminary survey (Spring 1994). 
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Table 3. - -Comparison of general population of mentors in 
Teachers for Chicago and sample population in this study. 
General population Sample population 
of mentors in this study 
Variables (80% of mentors) (36% of mentors) 
Freq. Percent. Freq. Percent. 
Gender 
Males 6 16%- 8 2 7%-
Females 28 76% 22 73% 
Age 
21 - 25 0 0% 0 0% 
26 - 32 0 0% 0 0% 
33 - 40 6 16% 2 7% 
41 - 50 13 35% 13 43% 
over 50 12 32% 15 50% 
Ethnicity 
Af. American 22 60%- 15 50%-
Caucasian 10 27% 15 50% 
Teach. experience 
(in years) 
less than 25 n/a n/a 9 30% 
25 - 29 n/a n/a 13 43% 
30 or more n/a n/a 8 27% 
Level taught 
Elementary 20 54% 13 43% 
Secondary 15 41% 17 57% 
Mentor of ... 
Interns 17 50% 10 33% 
Residents 8 25% 8 27% 
Both 11 30% 9 30% 
Post-Mentor n/a n/a 3 10% 
Not all percentages will total 100 because not all respondents 
answered each question. Years of total teaching experience 
were not asked on the preliminary survey. There were no "post-
mentors" in the Spring of 1994 survey. 
As seen in Table 3, on several key variables (gender, 
level taught, and who they are mentoring) the sample fairly 
reflects the more general population described in the earlier 
mentor survey. 
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Initial t-tests were run (through SPSSX) to determine if 
the means on each statement differed for the various possible 
independent variables. T-tests were first used to see if the 
means on any of the 60 statements differed significantly for 
men and women mentors. Significant differences (better than 
.05) were found on five statements when considering gender. 
In Chapter III, setting a high level of significance (better 
than .05) was justified for several reasons; including the 
narrow scope of the sample. 
T-tests yielded significant differences of similar 
strength on three statements with relation to ethnicity. 
However, significant differences between means were found most 
often between mentors in elementary schools and mentors in 
high schools. Nine statements revealed levels of significance 
better than . 05 between elementary and secondary mentors' 
values assigned to those statements. 
T-test results are enumerated in Table 4. Some of the 
means (of the statements' rank-orders) are reported as 
negative because, as seen in Chapter III, mentors ranked all 
statements from as +4 (the most important priorities) down to 
a -4 (the least important priorities). Those ratings were 
used to do all calculations which allowed for the negative 
means reported in Table 4. 
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Table 4.-- Statements which manifested a significant 
difference (better than .05 level) for variables considered. 
T-Test Results 
N Mean SD t 2tail 
Variable = Gender Prob. 
Card 14. Disseminate 
materials and resources. 
Group 1 - Female 21 .67 1. 20 2.63 .028 
Group 2 - Male 7 -1.00 1. 53 
Card 22. Collaboration. 
Group 1 - Female 21 .90 1. 34 2.48 .022 
Group 2 - Male 8 -.12 .83 
Card 28. Direct and 
support action. 
Group 1 - Female 21 .19 1. 29 2.85 .011 
Group 2 - Male 7 -1.00 .82 
Card 32. Provide intact 
products. 
Group 1 - Female 21 -.38 .74 2.55 .032 
Group 2 - Male 8 -1. 62 1. 30 
Card 54. Taking sides 
for my novices. 
Group 1 - Female 21 -1. 48 1. 63 -2.34 .039 
Group 2 - Male 8 .38 1. 99 
N Mean SD t 2tail 
Variable = Ethnicity Prob. 
Card 17. Offering 
innovative techniques. 
Group 1 - Afr. Amer. 15 1. 27 1. 58 2.78 .010 
Group 2 - Caucasian 15 -.27 1.44 
Card 23. Diplomacy. 
Group 1 - Afr. Amer. 13 -.08 .95 -2.58 .016 
Group 2 - Caucasian 15 1.00 1. 25 
Card 41. Addressing 
needs that I (as mentor) 
discover. 
Group 1 - Afr. Amer. 14 1.43 1.16 2.29 .031 
Group 2 - Caucasian 15 .20 1. 70 
43 
N Mean SD t 2tail 
Variable= Teaching Level Prob. 
Card 10. Giving advice 
re. student behavior. 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 2.00 1.08 2.77 .010 
Group 2 = Secondary 16 .81 1.22 
Card 12. Helping analyze 
learning environment. 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 2.08 1. 60 2.74 .011 
Group 2 = Secondary 16 .50 1.46 
Card 16. Offering 
information about 
scheduling, planning. 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 1. 92 1. 50 2.39 .028 
Group 2 = Secondary 16 .81 .83 
Card 19. Giving 
instructional 
information (strategies, 
learning styles). 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 2.23 1. 09 3.85 .001 
Group 2 = Secondary 16 .62 1.15 
Card 32. Providing 
intact products for 
novices' immediate use. 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 -.23 .83 2.51 .019 
Group 2 = Secondary 16 -1.12 1. 09 
Card 43. Seeing my no-
vices' viewpoints. 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 -.77 1. 01 -2.55 .017 
Group 2 = Secondary 15 .40 1.40 
Card 46. Offering 
criticism to my 
interns/residents. 
Group 1 = Elementary 12 -.25 .96 3.53 .002 
Group 2 = Secondary 17 -1. 76 1. 35 
Card 53. Remaining 
positive. 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 . 31 1. 97 -2.27 .035 
Group 2 = Secondary 16 1. 75 1.29 
Card 54. Taking sides 
for my novices. 
Group 1 = Elementary 13 -2.00 1. 35 -3.10 .004 
Group 2 = Secondary 16 -.12 1. 89 
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Secondly, ANOVA was used to look at each statement in 
relation to the two multi-group variables: the age groups of 
mentors and the groups who they mentor: mentors of interns 
(first year novices), mentors of residents (second year 
novices), mentors of both interns and residents, and those who 
have finished mentoring. 
A subsequent Tukey test was performed on groups which 
manifested a probability better than . 05 to determine the 
source of the variance. According to Weinberg and Goldberg 
( 1990) , the Tukey HSD test is constructed for making all 
possible pairwise comparisons between means at the original 
alpha level used in the ANOVA. They consider it to be "one of 
the most powerful" post hoc tests. These analyses were also 
managed through SPSSX. 
Significant differences were located on four of the 
mentor statements in relation to the age of mentors and on 
five of the mentor statements in relation to mentors who work 
with various groups. Table 5 charts the significant (better 
than .05) ANOVA results for variable Q3 (age of mentor) and 
the source of the variance found. Table 6 charts the 
significant ANOVA results for variable Ql (mentors grouped by 
who they mentor; i.e., first year novices, second year 
novices, etc.) and the source of the variance found there. 
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Table 5.-- Analysis of Variance for variable Q3: age of mentor 
Variable 03: Group 1 - Mentors age 33-40 
Group 2 - Mentors age 41-50 
Group 3 - Mentors over 50 
Variable C18 by Variable Q3 ( "Acquainting my novices with 
educational problems and solutions" by age of mentor.) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 2 11.6178 5.8089 4.2644 .0250 
Within Groups 26 35.4167 1.3622 
Total 28 47.0345 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.1 (Mean -2.50) differs significantly 
from Grp.3 (Mean 00). 
Variable C38 by Variable Q3 ("Informing" by age of mentor) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 2 24.6177 12.3088 5.9337 .0075 
Within Groups 26 53.9341 2.0744 
Total 28 78.5517 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.2 (Mean -.62) differs significantly 
from Grp.3 (Mean 1.29). 
Variable C50 by Variable Q3 ( "Accepting my novice teachers 
ideas" by age of mentor) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 2 17.0077 8.5038 6.0118 .0069 
Within Groups 27 38.1923 1. 4143 
Total 29 55.2000 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.l (Mean 1.50) differs significantly 
from Grp.2 (Mean -1.15) and Grp.3 (Mean 00). 
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Variable C52 by Variable Q3 ("Drawing out novices' accounts 
(stories, narratives) requires a lot of my time" by age of 
mentor) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 2 10.2609 5.1305 4.0960 .0284 
Within Groups 26 32.5667 1.2526 
Total 28 42.8276 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.1 (Mean .50) differs significantly 
from Grp.3 (Mean -1.80). 
Table 6. - - Analysis of Variance for variable Ql: mentors 
grouped by who they are mentoring 
Variable 01: Group 1 - Mentors of first year novices 
Group 2 - Mentors of second year novices 
Group 3 - Mentors working with both 
Group 4 - Mentors done mentoring 
Variable C4 by Variable Ql ("Maintaining a relationship that 
involves close connections" by who is being mentored.) 
Source D.F. s .s. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 3 41. 4927 13.8309 4.5523 .0112 
Within Groups 25 75.9556 3.0382 
Total 28 117.4483 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.1 (Mean 1.40) differs significantly 
from Grp.2 (Mean -1.00) and Grp.3 (Mean -.89). 
Variable C25 by Variable Ql ( "The ability to anticipate 
problems" by who is being mentored.) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 3 10.8413 3.6138 3.9140 .0208 
Within Groups 24 22.1587 .9233 
Total 27 33.0000 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.2 (Mean 1.57) differs significantly 
from Grp.l (Mean .11) and Grp.3 (Mean .11). 
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Variable C41 by Variable Ql ( "Addressing needs that I (as 
mentor) discover" by who is being mentored.) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F P.rob 
Between Groups 3 22.9300 7.6433 4.1695 .0159 
Within Groups 25 45.8286 1.8331 
Total 28 68.7586 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.3 (Mean 2.00) differs significantly 
from Grp.2 (Mean -.28). 
Variable C42 by Variable Ql ("Problem-solving strategies" by 
who is being mentored.) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 3 15.3583 5.1194 3.3747 .0334 
Within Groups 26 39.4417 1. 5170 
Total 29 54.8000 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.2 (Mean 1.38) differs significantly 
from Grp.3 (Mean -.33). 
Variable C60 by Variable Ql ( "Recognizing the expertise of 
novice teachers" by who is being mentored.) 
Source D.F. S.S. M.S. F Ratio F Prob 
Between Groups 3 14.0635 4.6878 4.0273 .0187 
Within Groups 24 27.9365 1.1640 
Total 27 42.0000 
Tukey-HSD Procedure: Grp.3 (Mean 1.00) differs significantly 
from Grp 2 (Mean -.57) and Grp.l (Mean -.55). 
Both the t-tests and the ANOVA were preliminary 
examinations of the results. Standard procedure for a Q sort 
analysis necessitates a correlation matrix which describes the 
relationship among all subjects according to their rank-order 
matrices. Actual rank-order values (ranging from +4 down to 
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-4) were entered for each card (Cl to C60) for each subject. 
It was then necessary to "flip" the data on SPSSX in order to 
examine the relationships among subjects according to those 
rank-order values. As predicted, there was a high degree of 
correlation among how these 30 mentors rank-ordered 
priorities. For example, Mentor A correlated with 13 other 
mentors at the .01 level (or better) of significance, Mentor 
B correlated with 23 other mentors at the .01 level or better, 
and so on. On average, the rank ordering schema of each 
mentor highly correlates (at least at the .01 level) with the 
rank ordering schema of nearly 16 (15.633) other mentors. 
After the initial correlation coefficients for all 
mentors were calculated, correlations between mentors' rank-
orders for each of the variables of interest were calculated 
separately. Correlation coefficient matrices similar to the 
initial matrix were calculated for each of the following 
independent variables: gender, ethnicity, teaching level 
(elementary or secondary), various groups that mentors are 
dealing with (i.e. "interns" or "resident"), age of mentors, 
mentors' years of teaching experience, their years in the 
current building, and mentors' educational level. These 
numerous and wide-ranging comparisons were simply heuristic 
forays which provided some small insight into the correlations 
among mentors. Table 7 consolidates the results of all those 
correlation matrices by indicating the percentages of strong 
correlations found for each variable. 
49 
Table 7.--Percentage of r's (p <.01) for several key 
independent variables. 
Group significant # r's/ % of significant 
total # of r's r's 
Total group 469/900 52% 
Gender 
Female 256/462 55% 
Male 36/56 64% 
Ethnicity 
African Amer. 100/210 48% 
Caucasian 130/210 62% 
Level 
Elementary 97/156 62% 
Secondary 148/240 62% 
Who they mentor 
Interns 46/90 51% 
Residents 36/56 64% 
Both 30/72 41% 
Done mentoring 4/6 67% 
Age of mentor 
33-40 0/2 0% 
41-50 66/156 42% 
over 50 156/210 74% 
Years taught 
less than 25 38/72 53% 
25-28 57/110 52% 
more than 28 42/72 58% 
Years taught in 
current building 
less than 11 62/110 56% 
11-22 12/42 28% 
more than 22 78/90 87% 
Degrees of mentor 
Masters 56/110 51% 
Master + 30 106/156 68% 
Ph.D. 2/2 100% 
The matrices produced from these correlations depicted a 
very complex network of relationships that would not seem to 
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yield easily to classification. Table 7 describes the percent 
of significant r's that attained a significance of at least 
.01 for each independent variable listed. 
The next step in analyzing the rank-order matrices was to 
try to locate patterned differences in mentors priorities, or 
what Stephenson referred to as "operant factors". In order to 
accomplish this task, several extraction procedures were 
employed. 
A principal components analysis was first used to extract 
general "person factors" from the correlation matrix. During 
the first run of the principal components analysis, only 17 
cases (where all cards had values entered for each subject) 
were considered valid. Since SPSSX deletes cases with missing 
values in this procedure, one of the matrices that was only 
partially completed seemed to be jeopardizing the condition of 
the matrix. When the principal components analysis was run 
deleting that subject, a more satisfactory 44 viable cases 
were weighed. 
In that second principal components analysis, seven 
person factors were located which accounted for 72.7% of the 
total variance among the 29 subjects. Table 8 presents the 
unrotated factor matrix which indicates how strongly each 
subject "loaded" onto each factor, in other words, how much 
weight each person was assigned in relation to each factor. 
Both Table 7 and Table 8 confirm, as suspected, there is 
a high degree of correlation among mentors in this study. 
Table 8.--Unrotated 
Factor Factor 
Mentor 1 2 
A .6043 -.3418 
B .8194 -.1430 
C .7921 -.0974 
D .7733 - . 0111 
E .7452 .3338 
F .4239 .2941 
G .2776 .4472 
H .5239 -.3240 
I .4550 -.4703 
J .7531 .0758 
K .5666 .2670 
L .6481 -.3720 
M .6647 -.0170 
N .7845 .0724 
0 .4688 .1131 
p 
.7316 .1137 
Q .5534 .0678 
R .6145 -.1780 
s .4134 .3201 
T .3424 -.5041 
u .6802 .0067 
V .6573 .3717 
w .5940 .0212 
X .6599 -.5582 
y 
.8008 .0745 
z . 7197 .1736 
AA .7412 .1859 
BB .5526 .5675 
cc .6445 -.4178 
factor matrix 
analysis 
Factor Factor 
3 4 
-.5289 - .1113 
-.0158 - .1355 
-.1744 -.0756 
-.0629 -.0636 
.1122 -.1644 
.0398 -.4192 
-.1861 - . 3591 
.3831 -.0708 
.3830 .0897 
-.3326 .0661 
-.1040 .2304 
-.1562 -.1284 
-.0007 -.3767 
.0992 .1640 
-.5188 .3650 
.3333 .2057 
.0733 -.3758 
.1107 - .1600 
.3034 .2789 
.2472 .3576 
-.2590 .3492 
.2144 -.0509 
.2340 .0602 
-.0874 - . 0096 
.0544 .1268 
-.2287 .2279 
.1002 - . 1146 
.1544 .2080 
.0336 - .1135 
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principal component 
Factor Factor Factor 
5 6 7 
-.0311 -.1064 -.0436 
-.1045 - . 2 0 04 -.1744 
-.2910 .1025 .0869 
-.0378 .1479 -.3471 
.0470 -.1035 .2625 
-.0868 .3738 .2625 
.1797 .4716 .3689 
.3971 -.1979 -.2362 
.0778 .1944 .3316 
-.0304 .1674 .0560 
-.2436 -.0851 .0219 
.0055 -.2760 .2600 
.2333 - .1915 .2992 
-.0610 -.0544 .2196 
.2780 - . 1211 .0906 
-.1576 .2078 -.1476 
.3086 .0240 -.1090 
.0441 -.3883 -.2193 
.4465 .0363 -.0346 
.0084 .2879 .1826 
.3884 -.0099 -.2171 
-.2217 -.2895 .0721 
-.5454 -.0989 .0183 
-.0640 .2779 -.0626 
-.0747 .0566 -.0203 
-.1384 .0474 -.1267 
-.0348 -.0410 .1372 
.1566 .0052 -.0098 
.1062 .2258 -.0278 
Coefficients in this table are reported to the fourth decimal place owing 
to table space, rounding off the final digit (5's rounded down). 
Coefficients reported by SPSSX extend to the fifth decimal place. 
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Table 8 reveals Factor 1 as a strong candidate for a 
"general factor". A "general factor" results from high 
internal consistency and it appears that all subjects loaded 
rather heavily on factor 1 which accounts for an overwhelming 
percentage of the variance (40.5%). Factor 2 accounts for 
less than 9%, factor 3 for less than 6% and factors 4 through 
7 even less. Exact percentages of the variance accounted for 
by each "person factor" are cited in Table 10. 
It can also be noted that there is considerable overlap 
among factors. Subjects often loaded heavily on more than 
one factor as shown in Table 8. 
As recommended by Sonya Carr (1989), the varimax 
rotation procedure was employed next. Carr prudently 
suggests corroborating findings with several procedures and 
the varimax can be employed to "improve the interpretability 
of factors derived from the data". Table 9 presents the 
rotated principal components factor matrix. 
The rotated factor matrix (Table 9) corroborates the 
overlap suggested in Table 8; none of the subjects are "pure" 
types. Unfortunately, further conclusion from the varimax 
rotation is most likely not warranted. 
(1983) the varimax is inappropriate 
According to Gorsuch 
if the theoretical 
expectation suggests a general factor. The loadings given 
in Tables 8 and 9 indicate a strong possibility of a general 
factor. Therefore, further conclusion from the varimax is 
unwarranted and other extraction procedures are endorsed. 
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Table 9.--Varimax rotation of principal component matrix 
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7-
A .1550 .4145 .6478 .1869 -.3404 .1441 .0374 
B .4995 .5598 .3184 .2022 -.0230 .2851 -.0720 
C .5695 .2442 .3824 .3301 -.1908 .2483 .1063 
D .3819 . 3011 .3781 .2183 .1118 .5571 . 0040 
E .5903 .4072 .1421 .0473 .2646 .0439 .4238 
F .2235 .1238 -.0127 -.0756 .0726 .7942 .2441 
G . 0772 -.0342 .0990 -.0340 .1068 .2057 .8872 
H .0234 .6676 .0217 .3553 .3654 .1637 -.2250 
I .1572 .2441 -.0657 .7877 .1000 -.0971 . 0910 
J .4074 .1377 .5867 .2086 .0308 .2299 .2802 
K .6186 .0052 .3505 .0005 .1141 .0589 .0355 
L .2976 .5878 .3537 .3329 -.2064 -.1476 .0934 
M .2719 .6809 .1685 .1417 .0640 -.0269 .4170 
N .6193 .2579 .2881 .3208 .2230 -.0205 .1618 
0 .1306 .0843 .7950 -.0155 .2076 -.1531 .1095 
p 
.6107 .0672 .1030 .3830 .3504 .3648 -.0244 
Q .1006 .5422 .1063 .0665 .2208 .3483 .2744 
R .3243 .6603 .1626 .0930 .0600 .1564 -.2090 
s .1667 .1243 .1268 .1036 .7517 .0427 .0909 
T . 0929 -.0256 .0936 .7978 .0901 -.0645 -.0994 
u .1341 .2406 .7295 .1804 .4219 .1678 -.0551 
V .7675 .3208 .0318 -.0886 .2066 . 0513 .1035 
w .7852 .1180 -.0180 .2261 -.0935 .1314 -.1065 
X .1567 .2801 .3612 .6839 -.1884 .3214 -.0129 
y 
.5674 .2245 .3320 .2923 .2176 .2279 .0879 
z .5380 .0593 .5496 .1021 .1330 .2555 .0363 
AA .5621 . 3611 .1688 .1490 .1803 .1413 .2816 
BB .4888 .0517 .2028 -.0909 .6081 .1229 .2081 
cc .1140 .3991 .2465 .5847 -.0172 .2994 .0943 
Coefficients within this table have been reported to the fourth decimal 
place owing to table space, rounding off the final digit (S's rounded 
down). Coefficients reported by the SPSSX program extend to the fifth 
decimal place. 
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A principal axis factor analysis was employed as an 
final extraction procedure. Again, seven person factors 
were extracted. The percent of variance attributed to the 
seven factors are the same for both the principal components 
analysis and the principal factors analysis as shown in Table 
10. The same percent of variance was found for all factors 
using both the principal components and the principal axis 
factoring analysis available on SPSSX. The notion of a 
"general factor" is again strengthened with the extremely 
small percentages for all but factor 1. 
Table 10.--Percent of variance for the seven factors found 
with both the principal components and the principal axis 
factoring analyses 
% of Variance 
Factor 1 40.5 
Factor 2 8.7 
Factor 3 5.6 
Factor 4 5.0 
Factor 5 4.8 
Factor 6 4.2 
Factor 7 3.9 
According to Gorusch (1989), the only appropriate 
procedure for dealing with the evidence of a general factor is 
a higher-order analysis. And there are multiple indicators, 
as seen in the above graphs, of a general factor solution in 
this data. Gorusch suggests: 
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Factoring the correlations among the factors gives rise 
to higher-order factors . . The essential difference 
between the primary factors and the higher-order factors 
is that the primary factors are concerned with narrow 
areas of generalization where the accuracy is great. The 
higher-order factors reduce accuracy for an increase in 
the breadth of generalization (Gorusch, 1983, pp. 239-
240) 
The factor transformation matrix, a secondary higher-
order analysis, which factors the factors is presented in 
Table 11. The overlap of factors is again evident. For 
example, factor 1 correlates positively with all other factors 
and loads rather heavily on factors 2, 3 and 4. 
Table 11. - -Secondary higher-order factors calculated from 
the principal components analysis. 
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Factor 
1 .5988 .4530 .4301 .3441 .1875 .2674 .1618 
Factor 
2 .3490 -.2794 -.0477 -.6719 .4448 .0955 .3733 
Factor 
3 .2010 .1179 -.7833 .3090 .4509 .0069 -.1825 
Factor 
4 .1441 -.5349 .3840 .2393 .4039 -.3560 -.4455 
Factor 
5 -.6304 .3540 .2073 .0179 . 6192 -.1005 .2010 
Factor 
6 -.2019 -.5382 -.0233 .4610 .0409 .5187 .4310 
Factor 
7 .1425 -.0406 -.0902 .2541 -.1243 - . 7165 . 6136 
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Discussion in Chapter V necessitates cautious 
exploration. Indicators of ill-conditioned correlation 
matrices based on two problems with the data, overlap and 
general factor, point to insignificant results when looking at 
factor analytic results. However, some small statements may 
be based on the simple t-tests and ANOVA analyses put forth in 
this chapter. Descriptors attributable to the results of the 
factor analysis will be judiciously explored in Chapter V with 
the focus being on the extremes of the matrix (items most 
important and items least important). 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
Are there variations in mentoring that can be described 
from statistical data? The data suggest that there are. 
Listed here are the statements which bear statistically 
significant differences (better that .05 level), referenced 
with their original mentor statement numbers as used 
throughout Chapters III and IV. 
In relation to gender, five statements proved to be 
significantly different: 14) locating, collecting and 
disseminating materials and resources for interns/residents, 
22) collaboration, 28) directing and supporting action, 32) 
providing specific intact products or procedures for novices' 
immediate use, and 54) taking sides for (or defending) my 
interns/residents. 
In relation to ethnicity, only three statements presented 
significant differences: 17) offering innovative techniques 
that interns/residents can employ in their classrooms, 23) 
diplomacy, and 41) addressing needs that I (as mentor) 
discover. 
When considering teaching levels ( elementary vs. 
secondary) more statements produced significant differences 
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than with any other variable tried. 
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A total of nine 
statements were found to have a significance better than the 
. 05 level: 10) giving advice related to managing student 
behavior, 12) helping organize and analyze the classroom and 
learning environment, 16) offering information about 
scheduling, planning, and time management, 19) giving 
instructional information (i.e., teaching strategies, learning 
styles, assessment strategies, and lesson planning), 32) 
providing specific intact products or procedures for novices' 
immediate use, 43) seeing my interns' /residents' viewpoints on 
issues, 46) offering criticism to my interns/residents, 53) 
remaining positive, and 54) taking sides for (or defending) my 
interns/residents. 
In relation to age, four statements came to light as 
significantly different for the three age groups of mentors 
cited: 18) acquainting my novices with educational problems 
and solutions, 38) informing, 50) accepting my novice 
teachers' ideas, and 52) drawing out novices' accounts 
(stories, narratives) requires a lot of my time. 
And finally, who is being mentored does seem to affect a 
mentor's priorities. Five statements showed significant 
differences in relation to the various groups mentors are 
dealing with: 4) maintaining a relationship that involves 
close connections, 25) the ability to anticipate problems, 41) 
addressing needs that I (as mentor) discover, 42) problem-
solving strategies, and 60) recognizing the expertise of 
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novice teachers. 
The initial tests run on the mentor statements (t-tests, 
ANOVA) provided, therefore, some indication that anticipated 
variations in mentoring could be found in the data. But, when 
examining mentor priorities in relation to gender, only one of 
the statements devised to reflect the male/female 
epistemological differences were among the statements which 
manifested significant difference. The term "collaboration". 
According to Belenky, both men and women engage in 
collaboration, but from different postures. Men rely on 
negotiation because they typically come to a group with a 
fully developed idea that they then try to "sell in the free 
marketplace of ideas" (Belenky et al. , 1986, p. 118) . Women's 
collaboration relies on support, developing the relationships 
before the ideas, and shared experiences. 
That women chose to rank-order "collaboration" 
significantly higher than men (p = .02) was anticipated as 
evidence that, indeed, women's ways of thinking and valuing 
(as defined by Belenky and Gilligan) play out in women's 
mentoring. However none of the other statements devised to 
reflect a "feminine'' orientation bore similar results. Those 
statements included: putting myself in my intern's/ resident's 
shoes; maintaining a relationship the involves close 
connections; including the personalities involved in the 
mentor/intern dyad in out dealings; sensitivity to situations 
and feelings; accepting my intern' s/residents' ideas; and 
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networking. 
Not a single statement devised to reflect a "male 
epistemology" proved to have any significance for the ·male 
mentors. Those statements included: objectivity, maintaining 
a relationship that has a certain amount of distance, 
explaining and transferring my knowledge and experience to my 
intern, judging my intern's/resident's strengths and 
weaknesses, ignoring the personalities involved in the 
mentor/intern dyad, and offering criticism to my 
interns/residents. 
One statement which women clearly favored over men dealt 
with the tangible aspects of the profession: locating, 
collecting and disseminating materials and resources for 
interns/residents (p = .02) And men ranked another tangible 
aspect of the profession significantly lower than women, 
"Providing specific intact products and procedures for 
novice's immediate use". That women would rate these 
utilitarian aspects of teaching significantly higher than men 
was unanticipated. These findings, most likely are confounded 
by another important variable - teaching level (elementary or 
secondary) - which is discussed further on in this chapter. 
Because all elementary respondents in the Q-sort were women, 
this study cannot untangle those particular findings. 
Although interpretation of the t-test results cannot be 
decisive from the results obtained, possible explanations are 
ventured for the following findings. 
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Only three statements revealed significance in relation 
to ethnicic.y. Although this is too small a number to make 
definitive conclusions, a possible explanation for this 
grouping of variables is that African American mentors favor 
a get-right-to-the-heart of the matter attitude in mentoring. 
African American mentors felt most comfortable zeroing in on 
needs that they (as mentors) identify. They also 
significantly favor providing innovative techniques for novice 
use. These could be hallmarks of a take-charge mentor. While 
Caucasians significantly favored a less direct "diplomatic" 
approach. 
The significant differences between teaching levels 
(elementary or secondary) were of great interest because they 
were the most numerous in this study. They also seemed 
somewhat more discernible. Elementary school teaching compels 
keen understanding of pedagogical issues (managing student 
behavior, organizing and analyzing learning environments, 
planning, instructional information, teaching strategies, 
etc.). And elementary mentors significantly favored those 
functional priorities. Secondary teachers, in this study, 
rated three variables significantly higher than did their 
elementary counterparts - remaining positive, taking sides ( or 
defending) my novices, and seeing my novices' viewpoints on 
issues. Secondary mentors' high ranking on these statements 
could be seen as a response to the more ambiguous environment 
inherent in secondary schools. Secondary mentors, taking into 
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account a wider range of subject matter among protegees and 
larger, more complex educational environments to maneuver 
protegees through, seem to value more abstract forms of 
support. 
Apparently the age of a mentor does have some bearing on 
his/her dealings as a mentor. Most often the significant 
differences were found between the youngest group of mentors 
and the oldest. While younger mentors seem prone to rely on 
novice knowledge ( "accepting their ideas" and "drawing out 
their "stories"') , older mentors seem more concerned with 
passing on their knowledge ("informing", "acquainting novices 
with educational problems and solutions"). There is no right 
or wrong in these differing approaches; both can be valuable 
strategies for inducting new professionals. 
When looking at mentors' priorities in relation to the 
groups with whom they are dealing, the data might suggest that 
mentors of "residents" (second year novices) have arrived at 
a different stage in their mentoring role. Mentors of 
residents seem to have rated most highly issues that reflect 
vision as opposed to someone who is focusing on day-to-day 
difficulties. Mentors of residents and those who have 
finished mentoring differ from other groups of mentors in 
their perception of the value of anticipating problems and 
problem-solving strategies. Both items reflect an orientation 
of vision, enabling their novices to think ahead and plan. 
The logic of this finding is reassuring. Mentors who are 
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dealing with second year novices are able to create a new 
level of support for them. They have gotten beyond an 
incredibly demanding year and reached a higher plateau, a 
vantage point that affords them the opportunity to see past 
tomorrow. 
The mentors of interns (first year novices) were the only 
group to rate positively "a mentor/novice relationship that 
involves close connections". They are indisputably closely 
involved because of interns pressing day-today needs. 
Group 3, who mentor both residents and interns, must 
fulfill two very different roles. One could interpret their 
responses as indicating more of a dual role than any other 
group has shown thus far. This group very strongly speaks for 
addressing needs that they (as mentors) discover while they 
also focus on and advocate recognizing the expertise of their 
novices. 
Can "mentor types" be found using the Q sort methodology? 
One hesitates to state even hypothetical interpretations for 
the seven factor results obtained in the various factor 
analysis procedures employed in this study. Substantial 
overlap among factors derived from both the principal 
components varimax analysis and the principal factors varimax 
analysis is reiterated in the examination of the extremes (the 
most important and the least important priorities) for each 
factor (mentor type) extracted. Table 12 presents the salient 
statements, the extremes, for the seven factors. 
Table 12.--A comparison of the extremes of matrices for seven extracted factors 
FACTOR 1 
Important priorities: 
1. Forming a trust relationship* 
2. Observing 
FACTOR 2 
Important priorities: 
1. Helping to analyze learning 
environment* 
FACTOR 3 
Important priorities: 
1. Helpfulness 
2. Forming a trust relationship* 
3. Providing continuous and 
immediate feedback 
2. Collaboration 
3. Offer information about 
scheduling, planning, and time 
management 
3. Offering innovative techniques 
that novices can 
4. Remaining positive 
Least important: 
1. The gender of my novice 
2. The age of my novice 
3. Past experiences of my novice 
4. Ignoring the personalities 
in the mentor/novice dyad 
FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 
4. Giving instructional informa-
tion (methods, planning, etc.) 
5. Addressing needs expressed by 
my novice* 
Least important: 
1. Maintaining a relationship* 
that involves close connections 
2. Seeing my novice's point of 
view on issues 
3. Being always available* 
FACTOR 6 
employ in their classroom 
4. Addressing needs that I (as 
mentor) discover* 
5. Enthusiasm 
Least important: 
1. Responsibilities at school 
unrelated to my mentoring duties 
are fundamental to my job. 
2. Mediating beyond the mentor 
relationship* 
FACTOR 7 
Important priorities: 
1. Maintaining a close 
relationship 
Important priorities: Important priorities: Important priorities: 
1. Forming a trust 
relationship* 
1. Objectivity 1. Trust relationship* 
2. The ability to 
nurture 
2. Continuous & immediate 
feedback 
3. Forming a trust rela-
tionship* 
4. Addressing needs 
expressed by my novice* 
2. Helping analyze 
learning environment* 
3. Addressing needs 
expressed by novice* 
4. Addressing needs 
that I (as mentor) 
discover.* 
2. Addressing needs 
expressed by my novice* 
3. Addressing needs that 
I (as mentor) discover* 
Least important: 
1. Each of my novices 
need basically the same 
thing from me. 
Least important: 
1. Mediating beyond the 
mentor relationship* 
2. Drawing out my novice's 
accounts requires time 
*- an asterisk 1noic-ates -areas-of overlap. 
Least important: 
1. Maintaining a 
relationship that 
involves close 
connections.* 
Least important: 
1. Problem-solving 
strategies 
2. Being always 
available* 
O'I 
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The overlap seen in all views of the factor analyses 
points to a "general factor" explanation. Table 12 indicates 
that an accepted priority for mentors in this program is 
"forming a trust relationship". As stated in Chapter IV, one 
of the possible reasons for the high internal consistency is 
the training given to all mentors involved in Teachers for 
Chicago. And it does happen that a primary focus of that 
training is building trust relationships. 
Were the data extremely good (indicating "pure types"), 
it would seem easy to characterize several of the factors. 
Factor 1 would appear to concentrate on more abstract, 
conceptual aspects of teaching while factor 2 values the 
tangibles. Factor 4 stands out clearly as a very nurturing 
orientation. Unfortunately, any statement relating to the 
interpretation of "factors" or mentor types is not warranted 
from the data compiled in this study because of the "general 
factor" and the extensive overlap as highlighted in Chapter 
IV. 
One can, however, examine the most and least important 
priorities of mentors who personify that general mentor type. 
In Teachers for Chicago, that "general factor" relies heavily 
of the formation of a trust relationship between mentor and 
novice. Other areas of considerable overlap are "addressing 
needs expressed by my novice" and "addressing needs that I (as 
mentor) discover". 
Many of the mentors most and least important priorities 
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reflect how "effective teachers" deal with all students. 
Mentors rely heavily on observation of their novices' practice 
and provide them with continuous and immediate feedback. 
Least important to them are the more superficial differences 
among their novices: their age, their gender, their past 
experience. 
One statement evoked very divergent responses, either 
ranked as a very high or a very low priority, but not often a 
middle of the road response. "Maintaining a relationship with 
your novice that involves close connections" was a statement 
that evoked very different rankings. This finding echoes Nel 
Noddings' (1984) depiction of "connected teaching". Her 
characterization of a "connected teacher" seems to embody the 
ambiguity of the above finding: 
I do not need to establish a lasting, time-consuming 
personal relationship with every student. What I must do 
is be totally and nonselectively present to the student -
to each student - as he addresses me. The time interval 
may be brief but the encounter is total (Noddings, 1984, 
p. 180). 
The variability and flexibility anticipated at the outset 
of this study were not borne out to any great degree by the 
data. Male mentoring styles cannot be identified in the data 
presented here, nor female styles. The data came closer to 
suggesting, perhaps, elementary and secondary styles. 
possible interpretations presented in this chapter, 
But the 
though 
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plausible, certainly need further substantiation. 
This study was limited by the scope of its sample. 
Without further research, one cannot determine if the "general 
factor" explanation is due to the narrow scope of the sample 
or if the "consensus" research that has dominated mentor 
studies up to this point is the most compatible approach. 
Looking at a larger and more diverse mentor population might 
still yield some male/female differences and perhaps "mentor 
types". Not only would an expanded replication of this study 
offer that possibility, but an interesting adjunct would be to 
get at the definitions that men and women are using to assess 
the terminology presented. For example, are male mentors 
defining collaboration differently than female? Further 
research of this type would be highly beneficial. 
Because of the limited scope of the sample; the variable 
"age" was broken down into groups. This variable does show 
promise for describing variations in mentoring, but a larger, 
broader sample size needs to be examined in order to make any 
clear statements about the effect of a mentor's age on his/her 
priorities. The same difficulty was evident with the variable 
that grouped mentors according who they mentor. Only three 
mentors who had finished mentoring (mentored both a first year 
novice and continued mentoring through their second year) 
responded to the Q sort. Although data from mentors working 
with varied groups did suggest some interesting possible 
variations in mentor priori ties, further research must be done 
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to make any clear statements. 
What can be clearly seen are the heuristic benefits of 
using Q methodology in this manner. Possibilities are 
uncovered which offer interesting opportunities for further 
research. Q, in this study, has roused some interesting 
prospects in its exploratory function. More complete 
explanations of the effect of teaching level (elementary or 
secondary) on mentoring, the effect of a mentor's gender on 
mentoring, the effect of a mentor's age on mentoring, and the 
effect of the experience of a novice (i.e. first or second 
year) on mentoring would yield further benefits to the already 
promising process of mentoring. 
The study was further limited by the fact that mentors' 
rank-orders of their priorities were entirely self-reports. 
Corroboration of their priorities from their novices is beyond 
the scope of this study but would prove useful. It is 
certainly possible that novices do not perceive mentors to 
have the same priorities that those mentors profess. It is 
also possible that mentors report holding certain priorities 
but in actual practice subscribe to other priorities. In that 
case, a fascinating path would be to correlate mentors' self-
reported priorities with their actual daily activities. 
Further research along either of these lines of inquiry would 
certainly lend depth to our understanding of the mentoring 
process. 
Perhaps farther from the focus of this study, but still 
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integral to the process of mentoring, is another fascinating 
area of potential research: the personal and professional 
growth that a mentor experiences because of his/her experience 
as a mentor. Mentors in Teachers for Chicago report 
overwhelmingly that they have changed in positive ways as a 
result of this experience. More than a few have been promoted 
to administrative positions. Others report that they are 
renewed as teachers when they return to the classroom. It is 
not only important to document how mentoring affects novice 
teachers, but essential for us to understand the impact of 
mentoring on mentors. 
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